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TO THE RIGHT REVEREND 


DR. WILLIAM CLEAVER, 


LORD BISHOP OF CHESTER. 


8 8 * 


MY LORD, 


UPON receiving the firſt intelligence of the 
publication of your two ſermons, I did not fail to 
procure them : but have been prevented, by oc- 
cupations of a private nature, till this moment, 
from paying that attention, which the importance 
of their ſubject, and the elevated ſtation of their 
preacher demands. I hope however to atone for 
this neglect, by the diligence with which I ſhall 
now peruſe them. As my view 1n reading is to 
underſtand my author, and diſcover how far his 
ideas of truth coincide with my own, it is my, 
cuſtom always to have pen and ink at hand, and 
mark down what the inferiority of my faculties 
will not ſuffer me at firſt ſight to apprehend. By 


theſe means I am on the preſent occaſion enabled 
B to 


„ 


to petition for farther illuſtration; and hope you 
will not be offended, if J point out certain paſ- 
ſages in your ſermons, which do not ftrike me 
with that fulneſs of conviction, ſo very agreeable 
to the mind of an enquiring proteſtant. 


Art the beginning of your publication you tell 
us, © In oppoſition to this idea,” viz. that the lord's 
ſupper was a material ſacrifice, * and indeed to the 
very notion of a ſacrament, it hath been ſtrenucuſly 
urged, that from the words 'of the inſtitution, do 
this in remembrance of me, &c. nothing more can 
be collected than the deſign of a bare memorial. 


The point, my lord, ſeems tobe, not what will 
accord with our preconceived notion of a ſacra- 
ment, but what the ſcriptures reveal to us, either 
at the time of their deſcribing the inſtitution, or 
when they are profe/ſedly treating of the rite, We 
all know that the term ſacrament is applied to this 
ordinance, with no other than a borrowed pro- 
priety: that it ſignifies originally, the oath of 
fidelity taken by the Roman ſoldiers to their gene- 
ral; and was not uſed to expreſs what we now 
man by it, till mens“ ideas of the ceremony had 
in ſome degree varied from the primary ſtandard. 


Lou proceed: © Yet the notion which hath beſt 
approve itſelf to the learned and diſpaſſionate,” epi- 
tiers by which your opponents may feel them- 
ſclves obliquely {tizmatized, „ is that of a feaſt 
upon a ſacrifice; 4 ſeaſt xpon the ſymbols of that 
body and bo, of Chriſt, which made the one great 
facrifice for the fins of mankind.” Is there no diſ- 
tinction, my lord, between a feaſt upon the ſa- 
critice itſelt, and upon the ſymbols of it? Were 
this the place for it, I could engage in a long diſ- 

putation, 


(3) 

putation, whether Chriſt was a facrifice any other- 
wiſe than metaphorically ; as he is called a door, 
a vine, a ſhepherd, a way, and the like. And it, 
in that caſe, victory declared againſt me, I would 
not concede, that our eating bread; which had 
in no ſenſe been offered, as a repreſentative of 
his body, could be called a feaſt upon a ſacrifice. 
It is remarkable, that in no paſſage of ſcripture, 
where the lord's ſupper is mentioned, is there a 
facrifical term adopted; nor any reference to a 
ſacrifice, except indirectly, as it was the ancient 
mode by which covenants were ratified : which 
ſhould make us cautious of ſuppoſing it to par- 
take of that nature, as the ſacred writers were by 
no means averſe to borrowing expreſſions from 
this part of the jewiſh ceremonial. 


« This interpretation“ of a feaſt upon a ſacri- 
fice, you ſay, ** /eems to have obtained the moſt gene- 
ral ſuffrage among the divines of our church, till the 
notion of a bare memorial was revived by an eminent 
prelate, whoſe oftenſible deſign at leaſt was, by re- 
miving from this ceremony every thing eſſential to 
a ſacrament, to render it no longer exceptionable to 
the bulk of thoſe proteſtants amongſt us, who diſſent 
from the church of England,” Surely your lordſhip 
ſhould have been tender of imputing ſuch intentions 
to any one, who once had the honour of ſitting. 
on the epiſcopal bench. You accuſe him, with- 
out any kind of proof, of removing every thing 
eſſential to a ſacrament, from the lord's Supper; 
i. e. of degrading the ceremony, by wilful miſ- 
repreſentation of it, merely to ſerve a party; that 
they might reconcile themſelves to the teſt act, 
and no longer be kept by it out of civil offices. 
He wiſhed their relief it is true. He wiſhed to 
fee them entruſted, in common with their fellow- 

B 2 citizens, 


144 
citizens, by a government they were qualified to 
ſerve by their abilities, and had often ſupported 
by their patriotiſm. Vet it was not his deſire to 
ge them ſubmit to a proſtitution of conſcience, 


a profanation of a holy rite, for the ſake of tem- 
poral emolument. He was not one of thoſe 


ſmooth tongued prophets who, to ſuit their con- 


venience, put bitter for ſweet, and ſweet for 
bitter; and would confound the difference between 
right and wrong. He purſued the contrary path: 
he boldly defended THE COMMON RIGHTS OF SUB- 
JecTs, and held forth to the legiſlature the im- 
policy, the injuſtice, and the impiety of the teſt 
act. Nor is this the whole of your charge: you 


_ expreſs yourſelf as if what you have above aſſigned 


was only his gffenfible motive. Whether you 
meant to inform us that his real one was more 
honourable, any one may determine, who ſees the 
temper with which you ſpeak of him in this 
place, and in your ſecond ſermon, p. 27. For 
my own part, did I not know biſhop Hoadly to 
have been a man to whom the friends of our free 
conſtitution axe more indebted than perhaps to 
any literary character, the immortal Locke ex- 
cepted ; did I take my conceptions of him from 
what your lordſhip has written; I ſhould ſup- 
poſe him to have publiſhed his PLAIN account 
with a view to diſparage the inſtitution, and do 
an injury to the gofpe!. But the friends of li- 
berty and rational chriſtianity will give him cre- 
dit for what he aſſerts that he acted “ with a 
very particular regard to the wants of ſome of the 
beſt and moſt ſincere chriſtians, whom he often 
found in danger of great errors, or great ſuper- 
ſtition; and too commonly diſturbed and per- 
plexed by ſuch fears and terrors, as indeed made 
their deſire of being truly religious, the burden 

and 
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and miſery, inſtead of the delight of their lives. 
For the defence and ſupport of ſuch men, in 
their ſincere endeavours to pleale God, againſt 
all thoſe uneaſy impreſſions of ſuperſtition, Which 
they had a right to be freed from, he made it 
his care to ſtate and explain the commands pecu- 
lar to chriſtianity, from the firſt declarations of 
Chriſt himſelf and his apoſtles, in ſuch a manner 
as that they might appear to honeſt minds to 
have as little tendency to create diſtreſs and un- 
eaſineſs, as they were deſigned in their firſt ſim- 
plicity to have. To a right way of judging he 
endeavoured to guide them, by directing and 
confining their attention to all that 1s ſaid about 
this duty, by thoſe who alone had any authority 
to declare the nature of it. Read his preface, 
and prove him to be inſincere. The firſt ſentence 
of his treatiſe is, © My deſign 1s to give as good 

inſtructions as I can, to honeſt and well diſpoſed 
chriſtians, for the right performance of that duty, 
which is now generally called, receiving the ſa- 
crament.” And will your lordſhip declare, thar 
his deſign was to fritter away the ordinance, oſten- 
ſibly to gratify the diſſenters, but in reality—i//ug 
guod dicere non vis ? 


ic nigre ſaccus lofiginis 


Your lordſhip's reaſon, why the idea of a bare 
memorial was revived amongſt us, is by no means 
fatisfactory. It is, becauſe biſhop Warburton's 
RATIONAL ACCOUNT, © though given with uncom- 
mon ability and force of argument, was not attended 
to, ſo much as the importance of the ſulject, and the 
folidity of the reaſoning deſerved : whilſt his larger 
works engaged the admiration of the learned world.” 


B 3 Had 
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Had it been worth attention, it would undoubt- 
edly have been attended to; and the biſhop's larger 
warks, inſtead of eclipſing his ſmaller, by their 
tranſcendent brightneſs, would have recommended 
them to more general notice, as the production 
of ſo eminent a divine. Biſhop Hoadly alto has 
publiſhed larger works, which will eyer be held in 
eſtimation, while the principles of the revolution 
are acknowledged in *. kingdom; and the only 
reaſon for the different reception of theſe two per- 
formances, is, that the PLAIN AccounT accords 
with common ſenſe and ſcripture ; the Rational 
account is the meer invention of a ſupporter of 

aradoxes. And had theſe ſermons of your lord- 

ip been publiſhed before the ſplendid edition of 
Warburton's works was compleated, the right rey. 
editor might haye been prevailed upon to ſubjoin 
them as an appendix to the Rational account of his 
friend, and given them an equal chance for im- 
mortality. 


ce The opinion of a bare memorial you ſay, © ſeems 

to gain upon the minds of the public; whether from 
the plauſible and boaſted ſimplicity only, which this 
and other Socinian tenets hold out ; or from the in- 
attive indolence of thoſe who two eaſily acquieſce un- 
der the incroachments which theſe doctrines make 
upon the true faith, I do not enquire.” The goſ- 
pel was preached to the poor. Every duty, there- 
fore, it preſcribes, muſt à priori be ſuppoſed in- 
telligible to that claſs in particular; and of two 
expoſitions of a paſſage, equally probable to the 
learned, if one were ſimple, tlie other too abſtruſe 
for univerſal comprehenſion, a judicious interpre- 
ter would on that very account prefer the former. 
But this of a bare memorial, is, it ſeems, a ſo- 
| | cinian 


„ 
cinian * tenet. And what if Socinus did adopt 
it? What if it be the general opinion of thoſe 
who believe our lord to have been, as to his na- 
ture, a human creature only? Is it for this reaſon 
the leſs true? Or is it fact that none but ſocinians 
ever entertained it? Were Zuinglius and Carlo- 
ſtadt, ſocinians? Were biſhops Hoadly and 
Pearce, f ſocinians? But perhaps this miſchie- 
vous hereſy may gain ground = che inactive 
indolence of thoſe who too eaſily acquieſce. Let 
then ſome Warburtonian write : his performance 
will not be attended to, F though drawn up with 
uncommon ability and force of argument : whilſt 
(if not becauſe) his larger works engage the admi- 
ration of the learned world I do not underſtand 
that any work of your lordſhip's, however ſmall, 
is in danger of being neglected on this account: 
ler ſome other biſhop, who would treat heretics 
like Bonner, and ſchiſmatics likes Laud, begin 
the good work of perſecution—we &uow this ex- 


periment will not ſucceed. 
B 4 After 


® It ſhould ſeem that, in theology, whatever is intelli- 
gible, nuſt, for that reafon, be ſocinianiſm; and whatever 
is obſcure, or inexplicable, muff be orthodoxy, and per- 
fectly agreeable to the doctrines of the church of England. 
Where in the 39 articles, or catechiſm, is the lord's {upper 
ſet forth as a feaſt upon a ſacrifice ? 


+ See this prelate's To letters to Dr. Vaterland, in the 
#econd volume of his commentaries. ; 


+ This poſhbly might be the caſe, if even biſhop Hurd 
were to undertake the taſk. For we read his opinion on this 
ſubje in the firſt volume of his ſermons at Lincoln's Inn, 
ferm. x. p. 191, Our lord inititated the two ſacra- 
ments, to hold forth to us an image of his efficacious blood 
poured out for us: the ſacrament of baptiſm, by the re- 
ference it had to the typical waſhings of the law : and the 
facrament of the lord's ſupper, as referring in like manner 
to the typical ſacrifices of that diſpenſation,” 


[4-3 


After citing the words © Take, eat, this is my 
body—Drink ye all of this, for this is my blood, 
your lordſhip thus comments: ** Surely no inſtitu- 
tion was ever more remote from common apprehenſion, 
if we are allowed to lack no further than the letter, 
as ſome * contend. No precept was ever more 
anexampled in the hiſtory of the jewiſh rites, or more 
unprecedented in all the variety of caprice, which 
diſtinguiſhed the ceremonies of idolatrous worſhip. 
Whether we conſider our lord as a teacher, or legiſ- 
lator, à friend, or benefattor, ſtill the command to 
eat the ſymbol of his body, and to drink the ſymbot 
of his blood, unconnected as it muſt ftand in the ideas 
of thoſe, who will admit no explication, but what 
may be found in the ſtrict phraſe of the inſtitution, 
will be allowed to be as ſtrange as it is new.” 
Your lordſhip ſurely forgets the occafion of the 
inſtitution. Nor do we confine ourſelves to the 
ſtrict phraſe, when we would explain this cere- 
mony; we take in every concomitant circumſtance, 
as of time, &c, Our lord, at the time he enjoined 
this rite, was eating the paſchal ſupper, of which 
they who partook, cat a portion of a lamb, ex- 
preſsly called the lords paſſover, as a memorial of 
the protection granted to the Iſraelites in Egypt, 
while the Egyptians were ſlain. What then could 
be more natural, when Jeſus was about to inſtitute 
a memorial of himſelf, and of the deliverance et- 
ſected by him, than that he ſhould borrow the 
Phraſeology of the ordinance he was celebrating, 
and appoint his diſciples to obſerve a ſimilar com- 
mand, -to eat and drink in remembrance of him ? 
We need not conſider him as our teacher or legiſ- 
lator, our friend or our benefactor, to explain 
his meaning; we ought only to reflect on what was 
at the inſtant paſſing before him, and ſhall find 
nothing in the inſtitution either ſtrange or new. 

N | You 


WA» 


You next quote St. Luke's account of the in- 
ſtitution, and acknowledge, © here then the reaſon 
of the inſtitution is, it is true, aſſegned. They were 
to eat the ſymbol of the body, and drink that of the 
blood, of one who was ts give his body and blecd for 
the remiſſion of their fins. And this they were to do, 
as a perpetual memorial of one who thus laid down 
his life for them.” Yet with this you are not fatis- 
fied. You complain, “Sill the difficulty remains 
reſpefting the peculiar mode of the inſtitution : the 
queſtion is ſtill, why eat the body, why drink the 
blood, of one who hath died for you? Why fo 
Sirange a memorial, ſo ſingular an expreſſion of 
reſpect and gratitude ? Hew comes it to paſs that 
our lord, who always adapted his inſiruftions ſo 
much to the occaſion, and ſo remarkatly availed him- 

felf of every alluſion, which might threugh the ſenſes 
enforce a ſtronger impreſſion on the mind, ſhould pro- 
Poſe a mode of remembrance, which in the naked re- 
cital, as it now meets the ear, ſtands independent of 
every preconception on the part of his diſciples. One 
cannot help being aſtoniſhed at the different light 
In which the ſame objects appear to different per- 
ſons. To me it ſeems, that our lord particularly 
availed himſelf of the occaſion in this inſtance, 
by inſtituting a rite, that bore ſo near a reſem- 
blance to the paſchal ſupper : and that the con- 
ceptions of the diſciples were at that moment 
ſingularly prepared for the idea of commemorating 
him, and their deliverance by him, by eating 
bread, and drinking wine, as repreſenting his 
body and blood. The ſame anſwer will ſerve for 
your next queſtion, © How happened it that he, 
who in bis other inſtitution, that of baptiſm, adopted 
a cuſtomary practice of his nation, ſbould enjoin a 
rite which Was likely particularly to di /iſguft the feel- 
ings of a jew.” How could the eating bread and 
drinking 


| 


{ 
' 


— — — — — — ——— 
2 - bm — —— —— —— — 


—— 


— 


—— — A 


— 


— 
— 


— 


bo. 


2 ů ů ——ů ů — 


— — 


_ - — 


( 10 ) 


drinking wine in remembrance of a man, par- 
ticularly diſguſt the feelings of a jew ? This 
might have been the cafe, had he been com- 
manded to drink the real blood of Jeſus : but he 
was ordered to drink wine in remembrance of the 
redeemer, and his death in particular. Nor can 
jewiſh baptiſms bear a much nearer affinity to 
chriſtian, than the eating the paſſover in remem- 
brance of the deliverance from Egypt, bears to 
the eating the lord's ſupper in remembrance of 
him. In one caſe the lamb was denominated the 
paſſover of Jehovah, the a#7i0n of the Almighty, 
protecting the houſes of the Ifraclites ; in the 
other, the bread and wine were called the body 
and blood, the perſon, of Jeſus. 


64 ft. Paul, indeed, you ſay, © ſpeaks es if be 
were explamning the reaſon for this particular mode 
of memorial, when he adds, for as often as ye eat 
this bread, and drink this cup, ye do ſhew the 
lord's death i be come. Yet if the paſſages al- 
ready cited from the three evangeliſts, together with 
the account given by St. Paul, are all the ſcriptures 
which we are allowed to conſult upon this ſubject, 
the advocates for the ſimplicity of the ſocinian ſcheme 
will do well to tell us bow and in what manner the 
eating and drinking of theſe ſymbols of bis body and 
blood do really fhew the lord's death.” I hardly 
knew how to reply to this paragraph, till I came 
to the 15th page of yaur lordſhip's ſermon ; 

| where 


* Suppoſing the rite to be a fͤaſt upon a ſacrifice, the uſe 
of blood — have equally 1 Perth of jews. 
For, as your lordſhip obſerves, ſerm. ii. p. 37, there was a 
* prohibition of blood in the moſaic law—as a part of their 
ſacrifical feaſts.” You there add, In the inllitution of the 
ſacrament the uſe of it, under its ſymbol, is enjoined for this 
very reaſon, that they might drink that wherewith the atonc- 
ment was made." 


J See biſhop Lowth's note on Iſaiah xxxi. 5. 


E 


where I find that © if it [this inſtitution] 3e à re- 
preſentation—of the ſecrifice of the death of Chriſt 
be rite which ſhould fully ſhew the Lord's death, 
muſt ſhew the ſacrifice made by that death.” On 
reading this I perceived that your lordſhip had 
quite miſtaken the meaning of the word uſed by 
St. Paul, xalayyzrde, ye proclaim, preach, an- 
nounce ; not exhibit * : that you were endeavour- 
ing to turn the lord's ſupper into a ſcenical re- 
preſentation, as your favourite Warburton would 
metamorphoſe the oblation of Iſaac into a repre- 
ſentation of the death of Chriſt f. The eating 
fragments of bread as ſymbols of his body broken ; 
and drinking wine, poured into a cup as a token 
that his blood was bed, would naturally imply, 
and ſerve as a declaration, that he was dead; and 
the connection of the ceremony with a ſeaſon of 
teaſting, or receiving food, would enſure its being 
recollected, and ſerve to perpetuate it. 


© Our lord, you tell us, © died upon the croſs; 
his fleſh, in the literal ſenſe, was in no way broken, 
but by the ſpear of the ſoldier ; it was particularly 
predicted, and fulfilled in his death, that not à bone 
of him ſhould be broken. On the other hand his 
blood iſſued upon the ground. In what view, there- 
fore, drinking the wine could repreſent ſuch a death 
is a point not eaſily aſcertained.” Here let me ob- 
ſerve by the way, that if our lord died on the 
croſs, and as a malefactor, he could not be a ſa- 
criſice. What died on a tree, was accurſed and 
_ unclean ; 


See Sermon ii. p. 38. line 14. annuntiabilis. Vulg. 

+ *The lord's ſupper was not inſtituted as a ſtage- play, 
to act over our ſaviour's death; which is an unworthy 
thought.” Plain Account. p. 51. 12mo. | 

The ſacraments were not ordained of Chriſt to be gazed 
upon.“ Article xxv. 


1 


unclean ; predicates directly oppoſite to the idea 
of a ſacrifice. The application of theſe contra- 
dictory terms, a curſe, and a ſacrifice, to him at 
the ſame time, demonſtrates that he could not be 
either the one or the other, except metaphorically, 
If indeed he was the latter, where was the altar, 
the prieſt, and the offerer? No! he was himſelf 
at once, prieſt, offerer, victim, and in the judg- 
ment of ſome, the God to whom the oblation 
was made. What confuſion ! But to return: If 
our lord's fleſh was in no way broken but by the 
ſpear, and by the nails with which he was faſtened, 
t. Paul muſt aniwer for the inaccuracy of an ex- 
preſſion which he alone has made uſe of. Yet I 
think we may acquit the apoſtle, when we re- 
collect that he deſcribes Chriſt in the act of break- 
iug bread, and at that inſtant ſaying, This (bread, 
or more properly loaf,) 1s, repreſents, my body 
broken for you : by which he evidently means, 
deſtroyed; loſing, like the loaf, its original form and 
perfection. Biſhop Pearce indeed, if he be 
learned and diſpaſſionate enough to give his ſuffrage 
on the queſtion, arranges the ſentence thus : © This 

which is broken for you, is my body: applyin 
the participle to the loaf alone. Your next dit- 
ficulty, how drinking the wine could repreſent 
ſuch a death, proceeds on a miſconception. The 
wine poured into the cup, would repreſent the 
blood ſhed; and it was in memory of the blood 
ſhed, that they drank the wine poured into the 
cup. To welnpiov—ro c41%—76 exxuvoperoy, © The 
cup—my blood—ſhed.” Matt. xxvi. 27, 28. 
&« It is moſt clear,” you argue, © that either of the 
two parts, that of eating the body, or that of drint- 
ing the blood, ſeparately taken, would have fulfilled 
this purpoſe quite as ſignificantly as they both now 
do.” Perhaps it might. But your lordſhip for- 
gets 


(+8811 


ts that the reaſon of the inſtitution was the paſ- 
chal upper; and that as the lamb occaſioned the 
appropriation of the bread to repreſent the body, 
ſo the grace cup ſuggeſted the idea of the wine, 
to remind men of the blood of our lord. 


You next obſerve, with much acuteneſs, from 
St. Luke, that © the reaſon of the injunction to eat 
this body is in ſome way founded upon its being given, 
or broken, fer us; and again, that the reaſon of the 
command to drink the cup, is ſome way founded in 
its being the blood of Chriſt, and the cup of the new 
teſtament in his blood, which is ſhed for us. The 
plain command therefore, is, This body is given, 
or broken, for you, therefore eat it, in remembrance 
of me. This blood is ſhed for you, and is the new 
teſtament, or covenant ; therefore drink it. But 
as no one of the paſſages, which recite the inſtitu- 
tion, explain at all the connettion in either caſe be- 
tween the matter of fact and the duty founded upon 
it, we muſt either extend our enquiries beyond theſe 
four paſſages, to which the author of the Plain 
Account, &c. would have us confined ; or leave one 
of the two great rites of our religion unexamined and 
unexplained.” The laſt of theſe periods we muſt 
pauſe before we aſſent to. The matter of fact is, 
the death of Chriſt; the duty 1s, eating bread, 
and drinking wine, in remembrance of him. 
The connection in this caſe appears ſufficiently 
to explain itſelf, The idea of bread broken, 
and wine poured into a cup, are aſſociated by 
our lord with that of his death and blood-ſhed- 
ing. If we extend our enquiries beyond theſe 
four paſſages, let us take care that we have re- 
courſe to none but ſuch as we are authorized to ſay 
belong to our ſubject : otherwiſe, we might as 

well 
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well attempt to explain our point by the writings 
of Homer or Demoſthenes. You proceed, 


« We will therefore now enquire what were thoſe 
ideas and conceptions, and what the notions, with 
which this inſtitution had ſo evident a connection, as 
to render it in the apprehenſion of the diſciples eaſy 
and ſimple : In fat, what key they had, which opened 
to them the connection between the parts of this pro- 
poſition, Take, eat ; this is my body which is broken 
for you : and again of this; This is my blood of the 
new covenant, ſbed for you for the remiffion of ſins : 
drink ye all of this. Now to give à body, to di- 
vide, or break it, and to ſhed its blood was the 
very form of ſacrifice inſtituted by the moſaic law. 
To a jew, therefore, a bedy ſlain, given end broken 
for another muſt unavoidatly recall the idea of ſome 
or more of the ſacrifices of that law, and the inſti- 
tuticn of courſe receive its explanation with the diſ- 
ciples from the notion of a ſacrifice.” 


When we read the remonſtrance of the elder 
ſon in the parable to his father (Luke xv.) * Thou 
never gaveſt me a kid; or when we ſee the pa- 
rent giving the fatted calf, i. e. commanding it to 
be brought, and killed, and cut in pieces, and 
eaten, for his younger ſon, upon his return ;— 
Or, when we read (John x. 11, 12.) that the good 
ſhepherd giveth his life (i. e. expoſes his perſon, 
his body, to be torn to pieces by the wolf) for 
his ſheep, do we conceive any thing /acrifical in 
theſe repreſentations ? 


When Eleazar £9WXEv torlov Tu 0woo TOY X20v alle, 
gave himſelf to ſave his people (1 Mac. vi. 44.) 
or when David wiſhed he had died for Abſalom 
(2 Sarg. xvii. 33.) do we ſuppoſe che former be- 

Came, 
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came, or the latter wiſhed to become, a literal. 
facrifice according to the moſaic law? None of 
theſe terms would unavoidably recal the idea of 
a legal ſacrifice, Beſides, all the phraſes are ap- 
plied to the rea! body of Chriſt alone; and not 
to the bread, which was never in any ſenſe effered 
to God; and could never be ſlain, or have its 
blood ſhed. Nor ſhall we be able to ſay that the 
rite is a feaſt upon a ſacrifice, till we eat the lite- 
ral body of Chriſt (the only ſacrifice in this caſe) 
inſtead of its ſymbol, and maintain the doctrine 
of tranſubſtantiation. Your next paragraph is, 


« But if the words, This is my body which is 
given for you—this is my blood which 1s ſhed for 
you, reminded them of a ſacrifice, the words which 
follow, for the remiſſion of ſins, could not but re- 
mind them fpecifically of the fin offering. The com- 
mand, Take eat, would in addition ſuggeſt to them 
the idea of another ſpecies of ſacrifice ; and teach 
them that they were likewiſe to commemorate a peace 
offering. Again, when our Lord, peinting to the 
cup, ſaid, this is my blood of the new cove- 
nant,” they could not but recolle# the words which 
Moſes had uſed, when he ratified the old covenant, 
by ſprinkling the blood of the ſacrifice, © Behold 
the blood of the covenant.” And when they were 
commanded all of them to drink that blood, they 
would readily underſtand, by the uſe of wine, ap- 
propriated to the commemoraticn of that ſacrifice of 
Chriſt's blood, which was once to ſprinkle all man- 
kind, how every one might ſupply the ratification of 
the new covenant to himſelf. It might too remind 
them of the peculiar ſacrifice made at the conſecration 
of the prieſts; and of that ſingular appointment, 
that they ſhould all eat thoſe things, wherewith the 
_ atonement was made, Laſtly, if the occaſion upon 

which 
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which this rite was inſtituted ; if the paſſover which 
our Lord defired with ſo great a defire to eat with 
bis diſciples ; if the elements of bread and wine uſed 
therein, together with the words, Pew to a 
prattice already eftabliſhed, “Do this, as oft as ye 
drink it, in remembrance of me;“ have induced 
all parties, ancient and modern, to conſider it as ſub- 
ſliluted in the room -of the paſchal ſupper ; it is 
plainly impoſſible ihat it ſhould not have led the diſ- 
ciples to compare with their deliverance from Egypt 
their greater deliverance in the remiſſion of ſins, and 
to conſider this new rite as aſacrifical remembrance 
of that death, of which the paſchal lamb had been 
hitherto the accuſtomed type, or prefigurative repre- 
ſentation.” 


And 1s your lordſhip ſerious all this time ; or 
are you only trying an experiment on the extent 
of human credulity ? You aſſume, in the begin- 
ning of this period, what it is impoſſible to de- 
monſtrate, that from ſome words uſed by our ſa- 
viour, the diſciples might learn, that while they 
were partaking of bread and wine, they were eat- 
ing, or commemorating, (no matter which) a ſacri- 
fice. Then we have your aſſertion, that other of 
our lord's words reminded them of a fin offer- 
ing; from which you are certain they jumped to 
a peace offering. After this, you believe, they 
recollected the ſacrifice at the ratification of the 
moſaic covenant ; then, that offered at the con- 
ſecration of prieſts; and (becauſe, I ſuppoſe, 
they were themſelves intended for a chriſtian prieft- 
hood) of that ſingular appointment, that they 
ſhould all cat thoſe things wherewith the atone- 
ment was made. Your lordſhip muſt have an ex- 
quiſite faculty of diſcerning ſpirits, ſince you can 
trace the courſe of ideas ariſing alike in the * 
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of ſeveral perſons at the diſtance of above ſeven- 

teen centuries, with the lame eaſe that you could 

aſcertain the inſincerity with which biſhop Hoadly 

wrote his PLAIN ACCOUNT, If indeed they did 

recollect all theſe particulars, how can you prove 

that Jeſus deſigned they ſhould be reminded of 

them; and that their thoughts were not wander- 

ing from the purpoſe? This is your lordſhip's 

mode of obviating that conſiderable objection to 

the true, i. e. your own, idea of the lord's ſupper, 

« that it is too remote from common apprehenſion, 

too learned for general uſe,” (p. 2.) You will in- 
diſputably have the credit © of producing ſome ar- 
guments, hitherto not urged in favour of the feaſt 
upon à ſacrifice.” (p. 4.) Truly, if communi- 
cants are to be reminded of all theſe ſubjects when 
they participate, or fail of entering ſufficiently 
into the nature of what they are engaged in, we 
had better exchange our altar pieces; and inſtead 
of thoſe repreſentations, which, ſo fully in the 
ſpirit of the ſecond commandment, exhibit the 
object of our devotion under the likeneſs of an 
infant or a malefactor, place there a catalogue of 
all the offerings it will be neceſſary to meditate 
upon. This indeed you obviate by ſaying, that 
« to the unlearned chriſtian of the preſent day it is 
ſufficient if he underſtand that the death of Chriſt 
was @ ſacrifice for the ſins of the world.“ (p. 17.) 
Would you divide the chriſtian doctrine into ex- 
oteric, and eſoteric? I find no hints of ſuch a di- 

viſion in ſcripture. To all alike the whole counſe 
of God hath been declared. And the conceſſion 

is itſelf extraordinary i for you ſet out with pro- 

feſſing to ſhew the notion of a feaſt upon a ſa- 

crifice, i. e. all you wiſh to teach, to be ſufficiently 

intelligible, with the uſe and application of no 

more learning than what every man of good un- 

derſtanding 
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derſtanding brings with him to the reading of the 
Engliſh bible, (p. 4.) And now you tell us, 
that it will ſuffice for the unlearned, if he under- 
ſtand that the death of Chriſt was a ſacrifice for 
the ſins of the world. He needs not trouble 
himſelf to know a ſyllable of what you have 
had particularly in view ; or be able to give any 
anſwer about © the difficulty reſpecting the pe- 
culiar mode of the inſtitution.” p. 6. 


In the laſt place, you imagine the diſciples 
might think of the only thing which was in the 
leaſt to their purpoſe the paſſover. But then 
you repreſent the lord's ſupper as ſubſtituted in 
the room of the paſchal, which was not accu- 
rately the caſe, (See Pearce's commentaries, vol. 
ii. p. p- 423, 439.) You aflert, what is totally un- 
founded, that it was a /acrifical remembrance of- 
Chriſt's death, (as if that were the ſame with a 
feaſt upon the ſacrifice itſelf); and that the lamb 
had been the accuſtomed zype, or prefigurative re- 
preſentation of that event. ST 


Having in this manner pointed out the ground 
of the inſtitution, you proceed to obſerve, that 
* the previous expreſion,” when he had given, 
thanks, © or bleſſed the elements, accords exattly 
with the peace offering.” Why ſhould not the 
actions of giving thanks and of bleſſing, both be 
directed to the ſame object even God? Our 
lord bleſſed, as we may conjecture from the term 
giving thanks, which is uſed by St. Luke, (xxii. 
19.) not the bread, but the Almighty; for the 
pronoun it, which ſtands in our tranſlation, and 
limits the benediction to the bread, (Matt. xxvi. 
26) is not found in the original; nor in Mark 
XV. 22, And this Circumſtance. no more deno- 

| minates 


En 

minates the ſupper a peace offering, than our 
cuſtom of ſaying grace converts our meals into 
that kind of ſacrifice. As to Samuel's Sleſſing 
the ſacrifice, no more is meant by it, than that 

the prophet would pour forth benedictions to God 

over it, and /eparate or diſtinguiſh it, in the con- 

ceptions of the worſhippers, from their ordinary 

repaſt. You e4/erve too, that in the words © This 

« is my body,” cur Lord uſes the very term by 

which this ſacrifice of himſelf was predicted; A 

body haſt thou prepared.” Your lordſhip can- 

not but be aware that this text is not to be abſo- 
lutely relied on for your purpoſe; as in the 

Hebrew, Pf. xl. 6. it ſtands, “ Ears haſt thou 
te prepared.” And whether this, or the reading 

you have quoted, be genuine, ſtill there is no- 

thing /acrifical in it; as it muſt ſignify our lord's 

diſpoſition to obey the will of God in general, 

as his heavenly father had prepared him ears to 

hearken, or a body, a corporeal frame and con- 

ſtitution, to execute his pleaſure. You add, 

© Given for you. Given to God for a ſacri- 

ce“, according to the moſaic law, which enjoins 
that 


® To ſuppoſe a body given to Chriſt, that he might offer 

It as a ſacrifice, is a direct contradiction to the preceding 
words, Hebrews x 5. * Sacrifice and offering thou wouldeſft 
not, but' in oppoſition to theſe, © a body haſt thou prepared 
qm. The Almighty could not prepare Jeſus a body, that 
he might offer it, when God defired no ſacrifice, no offering. 
It is ſaid, ver 9. He taketh away the firſt (ſacrifice) that 
he may eftabliſh the ſecond (the performance of his will.) 
Let the reader peruſe the paſſage, and judge how conſiſtent 
it is with Dr. Ogden's interpretation, Serm. vol. ii. p. 349. 
12mo. Now the deſign of the apoſtle is to teach us, that 
the whole collection of the jewiſh facrifices—were ſuperſeded 
and aboliſhed, having anſwered the ena for which they 
were intended; having prefigured, in fuch meaſure as it 
50 _ God, the great ſacrifice of the redeemer of man- 
kind; and being fully and finally accompliſhed in his 
C 2 | death 
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that the animal to be ſacrificed ſhould be given to 
the prieſt, as God's repreſentative.” Now our lord 
was given not to God, but by him, unto death. 
„God gave his only begotten fon.” He was 
given unto death; i. e. reſigned, that he might 
die. But ſuppoſing our lord a ſacrifice, where 
was the prieſt, to whom, as God's repreſentative, 
he ſhould be given? Ile was the prieſt. Yea 
ſome men will inſiſt, that he was God alſo, Was 
he given to himſelf as his own repreſentative ? 


Your lordſhip propoſes another objection, 
te namely, that after all the pains taken by different 
writers, to make this inſtitution agree with the re- 

Jpeflive hypotheſis of each, it does not, nor can be 
made exattly to correſpond with any one ſacrifice 
under the moſaic law. J readily admit the fact; 
and am inclined to think withal, that had it exattly 
correſponded with any one mode of ſacrifice, and con- 
fined its correſpondence to that only, it had been leſs 
perfect in us deſign than it now is.” All I can reply 
is, that had it correſponded exactly with any one 
offering, or been that multum in parvo, that 
* abridgement, or recapitulation, of every ſacrifice 
of the old law, which you repreſent it, it would 
have been, I believe, very different from what it 
now 1s. 


You tell us, © The truth is, if it be a repreſen- 


tation or application of the ſacrifice of the death of 
Chriſt, 


„death upon the croſs.” The doctor likewiſe repreſents 
our lord, „ as if he had ſaid,” when eating the /acrifice 
of the paſſover, “you are eating the fleſh of this lamb ; 
the blood of it has been ſhed at the altar to make atone- 
„ment.“ Ib. 328. That the paſchal lamb was no /acri- 
fee, and that its blood is never repreſented as making atone- 
ment, See biſhop Pearce's Two littirs ts doctor MWaterlaud, 
com, vol. it. 406. 424. | ; 


GE 


Chrift, it muſt correſpond, nat exactly with one, bat 
efſentially with all the ſacrifices of the law. For 
as all the ſacrifices were types of this great event, 
and as the event itſelf muſt correſpond to its own 
types; ſo muſt whatever inſtitution is made to repre- 
ſent that event.” I fear authorities would fail 
your lordſhip, if you attempted to ſhew from the 
ſcriptures that God intended to prefigure the death 
of Chriſt by any one ſacrifice of the law. This 
is a miſtake divines have fallen into, partly from 
miſinterpreted texts, and partly from their own 
conceits in tracing caſual ſimilarities. But the 
concluſion you would draw from theſe diſputabie 
premiſes, appears to me pregnant with contra- 
dictions. The repreſentation of the death of 
Chriſt muſt correſpond efſentially with all the ſa- 
crifices of the law.” Muſt it correſpond eſſentially 
at the ſame time, with the ſin-offering, which 
implied that the offerer was offenſive in the ſight 
of God, and with the peace-offering which ſup- 
poſed him in favour with his maker ? Could the 
rite at once reſemble the exchariſtic ſacrifice, in 
which the offerer had a ſhare of the victim; and 
the expratory, in which ke had none? Beſides, it 
is plain that the levitical ſacrifices in general were 
appointed in conſequence of legal pollutions, that 
of Chriſt in conſequence only of moral, 


e You have not, you ſay, © contended, that the 
inſtitution is a material and proper ſacrifice” Wit is 
© a feaſt upon a ſacrifice.” But ſurely what the 
prieſts, and ſomerimes the people eat, both in the 
jewiſh and pagan rites, was a part of what had 
been actually offered. So that we cannot call the 
eating bread and drinking wine, in remembrance 
of Chriſt, a ſacrifice analogous to theirs. Nor 
does the apoſtle intend to draw a parallel between 
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the lord's ſupper, and the jewiſh or idol ſacri- 
fices. His only view is to aflert, that as thoſe 
who partook of the jewiſh or heathen rites, de- 
clared, by eating at the ſame table with him, 
that they were of one party, one body with the 
being to whom they ſacrificed ; fo chriſtians, by 
partaking together of the lord's ſupper, became 
one party among themſelves. See this paſſage of 
St. Paul fully explained in the Commentaries of 
the ſociety for promoting the knowledge of the 
ſcriptures, vol. ii. p. 1. The paſſage cited out 
of Ezekiel, chap. xxxix. 19. ſays nothing about 
a ſacrifice. For in it God is repreſented as in- 
viting the fowls and beaſts to come to a feaſt, 
and eat of the men of war, whom he had cauſed 
to be flain in battle. * Ye ſhall eat the fat and 
drink the blood of my faughter which I have 
flain for you.” dt ſignifies to kill in any 
manner. How can it be ſaid that G offered a 
ſacrifice ? 


I come now to the concluding paragraph of 
your firſt ſermon, in which I am ſorry to ſee po- 
ſitions maintained at this time of day, and by 
one 1n your lordſhip's eminent ſtation, which can 
have no tendency but the ſubverſion of that 
godlinels, righteouſneſs, and temperance in this 
world, which it is the principal deſign of chriſ- 
tianity to promote. If there be any appointed 
means of making men virtuous withour virtue, 
innocent in the midſt of guilt; if there be any 
ritual compliance which © will convey to them 


atonement and forgiveneſs,” will © take off the only 
oeftacle to the divine favour”'—if they © have a 
Pofitive proof in virtue of the rite itſelf, that they 
are put inio a fiate of acceptance with God,“ you 
will in vain preſs upon them the neceſſity of a 
; | painful 
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painful and unremitting attention to the moral 
precepts of the goſpel. If by partaking the 
lord's ſupper at any time, for inſtance in their 
laſt ſicknels, they may be © reſtored to a capacity 
of receiving every communication of divine grace 
requiſite to their future ſalvation,” they will not be 
anxious to diſtinguiſh between that capacity, and 
the ſalvation itſelf. They will eaſily diſpenſe 
with repentance, or think it of little avail, that 
they may give the greater credit to the gifts of 
the holy ſpirit, by relying ſolely on the“ ſanc- 
tification conveyed in this rite.” They will rejoice 
to find ſo eaſy a method * of applying to them- 
ſelves all the benefits of the new covenant.” They 
will take it for granted, that, as the benefits of 
all ſacrifices under the law were immediate and 
preſent, the benefits of all acts of devotion are 
in ſome ſort ſo likewiſe. They will not queſtion 
your citation from Leviticus, © He ſhall bring 
his offering to the prieſt, who ſhall make atone- 
ment with it for him, and it ſhall be forgiven 
him :” and will, (I do not ſay /afely) © conclude, 
that” the rite in queſtion has“ immediate efficacy 
dun conveying to us an inward and ſpiritual grace, 
together with ſanCtification ; and if celebrated in 
the article of death, will of itſelf enſure our 
final ſalvation, by taking off the only obſtacle 
to divine favour, —our ſins. It is in vain for 
your lordſhip to limit the benefits you aſcribe to 
this rite, to thoſe . who with requiſite diſpoſitions, 
eat and drink the figns of the body and blood of 
Chriſt.” p. 44. You here aſcribe the conveyance 
of atonement and forgiveneſs, not to the ſtate of 
mind of the communicant, but to the ceremony. 
The only diſpoſition the unlearned will under- 
ſtand tic es required to attain, will be an 
incl. natiog to come to the lord's table, and have 
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faith in him. They will never imagine the ne- 
geſſity of their cultivating that ſpirit which was 
in Jeſus ; and will be tempted to aſk, where is 
the utility of the ordinance, if the labour of carn- 
ing ſalvation by a holy life ſtill lies upon our- 
ſelves ? where is the vaiue of the atonement, if 
we have no ſins to be torgiven ! 


A —— — — 


I will now, with your lordſhip's permiſſion, 
attend you to your ſecond ſermon. In the ſecond 
paragraph of this, you lay down ex cathedra the 
point which you ought to have proved, viz. that 
the diſcourſe of Jeſus, recorded John vi. certainly 
related to the rite afterwards called the ſacrament. 
« After the event,” you ſay, © of our lord's 
death, with which this diſcourſe had jo cleſe à con- 
nection, that it ſhould ſeem alone to have cleared up 
every obſcurity ; after th? completion of tha! promiſe 
which had aſſured the apoſtles that the holy ſpirit 
ſhould lead them into all truth---we cannot ſuppoſe 
@ diſcourſe which certainly turned upon a leading 
principle in the religion to be eftabliſned, a principle 
which was to direct the practice, and exalt the hopes 
of a chriftian, would longer be à matter of difficult 
interpretation.“ You tell us, that the opinion of 
the reformers ſeems to have been uniformly 
againſt the direct connection of this chapter with 
the ſacrament ; (you except indeed archbiſhop 
Cranmer, who, according to you, had not made 
up bis mind about it) and you account for this, 
from their dread of the do&rine of tranſubſtan- 
tation : of which, you obſcryc, they need not 
have been afraid ; for that this interpretation is 
directly contradicted by the 63d verſe.— “ It is 
the /pirit that quickeneth ; be fleſb profiteth nothing: 
the words that I ſpeak unto you, they are ſpirit, 
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and they are life.” It is remarkable your lord- 
ſhip did not perceive that this text explains the 
renour of Chriſt's diſcourſe, as bearing no re- 
ference to the eating the Hmbols of his body, as 
well as to tranſubſtantiation. We are expreſsly 
told that the fleſh, whether literally or figuratively 
underſtood, profiteth nothing: it is, as in the 
human body, the ſpirit that quickeneth; and 
that we might not be at a loſs to know what was 
meant by the ſpirit, it is added, © the words that 
1 Peat unto you, they are ſpirit, and they are 
life:“ whence his diſciples might be aſſured that 
what would give them life, was not his fleſh, 
eaten either by itſelf, or by its repreſentative, but 
bis inſtructions : belief in him, and obedience to 
his precepts. 


. Having eſtabliſhed your own poſition by ſuch 
full and irrefragable demonſtration to your ſeem- 
ing, you think it again expedient to attack 
biſhop Hoadly, upon his deficiency in point of 
argument, and his confidence of aſſertion. You 
lay, «© The prelate indeed upon whoſe PL Alx 
Account Of TH? SACRAMENT We have already 
animadverted, has carried bis opinion upon this 
chapter with ſo high a hand, that whilſt he has been 
- Jparing of his own arguments, he has not conde/cended 

even to ſtate thoſe of others, who think with him : a 

aefett ſupplied by confidence of aſſertion ia point of 
ſentiment, and in point of fa, which, upon religious 
ſubjetts is not very common in writers of any deſcrip- 

tion; and a familiar diſpoſition to ſuppoſe what our 
lord would, or ſhould, have ſaid in given circum- 
ſtances ; which is both preſumptuous and indecent.” 
This perſonal inveCtive againſt biſhop Hoadly, 
is the more ſingular, as it is followed by this 
conceſſion : „It is true however that contemporary 

Writers» 


6 


writers, men diſtinguiſhed by piety, by learning, by 
the moſt patient and perſevering examination of ſcrip- 
ture truths, have ſupported the ſame concluſion.” 
We fee plainly your lordſhip's real objections are 
not to the dofrine, but to the man. How ſhall 
we account for this? You preached theſe ſermons 
at Oxford, in November 1787 ; in the ſpring of 
which year the proteſtant diſſenters expected from 
e the young man whole virtues and talents are, 
as Mr. Necker aſſures us,“ the moſt remarkable 
in Europe,” from his genuine piety, his un- 
doubted abhorrence of any ſpecies of profana- 
tion of our moſt holy religion, from his liberal 
and enlarged ideas of general policy, from his 
ſingular gratitude to thoſe who, becauſe they had 
received no proof of either his abilities or in- 
tegrity, were peculiarly inſtrumental in his ele- 
vaiton——a repeal of the corporation and teſt 
acts. The court and the church were adverſe to 
their petition. And when this oppoſition was 
declared, it was natural for every clergyman of 
the citabliſhment to co-operate with adminiſtra- 
tion, and endeavour, even from the pulpit, to 
throw every poſlible diſgrace upon ſo obnoxious 
a character, as one who had dared to defend the 
common rights of ſubjects, againſt the encroach- 
ments of the moſt powerful ſect. Whether your 
lordſhip by preaching theſe ſermons deſigned ta 
recommend yourſelf to the miniſter, or to ac- 
knowledge his favours, the date of your conge 
d'elire will help us to determine; as the avowed 
intention, of the diſſenters to renew their appli- 
cation in the ſeſſion 1789, will explain your 
printing them as appears by the imprimatur, in 
the February of that year. How far biſhop 
Hoadly 


On Religious Opinions, p. 441. 
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Hoadly has deſerved your cenſure, the public 
may eaſily judge, by referring to the cloſe of his 
xvith propoſition, pag. 93. ed. 7. 12mo. Tho 
his PLain AccouvnT is in almoſt every family, 
yet I chooſe to extract the paſſage: 
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« There is alſo a long diſcourſe of our bleſſed 
ſaviour's in the ſixth chapter of St. John's 
goſpel, about eating his fleſh, and drinking 
his blood; which many have laboured much to 
interpret concerning the /ord's ſupper: eſpe- 
cially ſince the abſurd doctrine of tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and other dark and uninteliigible no- 
tions have been brought into this ſubject. 
But as there 1s no appearance that this paſſage 
was underſtood in the very firſt days of the' 
church -to concern this rite ; ſo whoever will 
ſeriouſly conſider the whole of it, will preſently 
find that 1t could not relate to a duty which 
was not then inſtituted, nor ſo much as hinted 
at to his diſciples ; but was indeed only a very 
high figurative repreſentation to the jews then 
about him of their duty and obligation to re- 
ceive into their hearts, and digeſt his whole 
doctrine, as the food and life of their ſouls. 


« The difference of expreſſion in the two caſes 
helps to ſhew this. In the inſtitution of the 
lord's ſupper, our ſaviour ſays, The bread 


which you are to eat in this rite, is my body” --- 


not, My bedy, or fleſh is your bread, or 
your food.” *© The wine, which you are to 
drink at my table, is my Slacd — not, My 
blood is your wine, or your drink.” And, 
with regard to both, he declares that they are to 
be eaten and drunk, as memorials, or in remem- 
brance of him. 
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© But in the diſcourſe in St. John, he ſays not 
« one word of eating his fleſh, and drinking his 
« blood in remembrance of him, after he ſhould 
« be taken from them; but is exhorting them to | 
« the eating his fleſh, and drinking his blood, 
« at the very time of his ſpeaking to them. 
&« This, therefore, cannot relate to the celebra- | 
« tion of a memorial of his ſufferings a long time 1 
&« afterwards, which could not be put in practice 
during his preſence with them; but to the 4 
| « eating his fleſh and drinking his blood, in a 
170 <« ſenſe conſiſtent with doing it, even at that time 


it l « whi:ſt he was living and preſent, as well as after 
iti his death: and that can be no other, than re- 
14 « ceiving him, by receiving his doctrine, as the 


« food and nouriſhment of their ſouls. 


— 
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« Thus they have been underſtood by the beſt 
« interpreters: and, what puts the matter be- 1 
« yond all doubt, thus our bleſſed lord at the 3 
« end of that diſcourſe plainly interprets them 
« himſelf, viz. ver. 63. Where, upon the groſs 
% miſapprehenſions of his followers, he does not Y 
te exprels himſeif thus to them, © I mean by . 
e theſe ſayings, which ſome of you think fo hard, 
* your partaking of a religious inſtitution, in 
* memory of my body and bioud, after my death,” 
ie which he would unavoidably hav? done, had this 
« been his meaning. But, on the contrary, he ex- 
« preſies himſelf thus The words which | ſpeak 
“ unto you; the dof#rines J teach, for which I 
e ſhall ſuffer in the fleſh, and which 1 ſhall ſeal 
ce with my blood; theſe are the things I mean, 
* which 1 have talked of under the notion of 
<« meat and drink, to nouriſh you to eternal life, 
* Theſe words are ſpirit, and theſe are the lite I 
* have been ſpeaking of: and theſe, if you re- 


« cerys 
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« ceive them, ſhall be vital food to you.” A 
cc manner of explication which our bleſſed lord 
ce could not (I humbly preſume) have made uſe of, 
« had he ever deſigned this diſcourſe to be under- 
cc food of his future inſtitution of the lord's ſupper. 
For, upon this ſuppoſition, he either would have 
ce pointed out this to his hearers, or at leaſt would not 
ce have explained himſelf by words, which carry 
ce along with them ideas very remote from it, and 
ce indeed inconſiſtent with it. This paſſage, there- 
fore, of St. John's goſpel, I purpoſely omit, 
<« as not relating to the preſent ſubject.” | 


We recolle& the articles exhibited by your 
lordſhip againſt this venerable prelate, and with- 
out heſitation, acquit him“. We rejoice like- 

wiſe 


* Biſhop Hoadly appears not to have been treated with 
the utmoſt candour by Dr. Ogden, who, in his ſermons = 
the lord's ſupper, vol: ii. p. 323. 12mo. having quoted as 
from the PLAIN account (Prop. vi.) the following ex- 
tract; Other writers who followed, have no pretences to 
the ſame regard from us. The New Teſtament is alone to be 
depended on; and wwe ought to take all our notions of this duty 


From it —replies, p. 325. Was this a common meal: or 
«c 


was it not rather the celebration of a ſacred rite? Will 
you not permit us to enquire concerning the time, place, 
«© ard occaſion of this ſolemnity ? Muſt we ſtart at once 
«© from the very words of conſecration? As if never any 
„thing had been done or written, from the beginning of 
*© the world to the preſent moment, which could relate 
« to that tranſaftion ; as if this new 2/#:irution could 
«© have no connection with any other duties or inſtitutions — 
«© If our lord in his heavenly wiſdom, fo paſſionately longed 
«« for this paſſover, that he deſired only to live till he had 
kept it, will you not let us aſk what this paſſover was, 
Which he judged of ſuch importance ? Perhaps it had 
«« ſome relation to his death; perhaps to the holy rite he 


«© was going to appoint, &c.“ After ſuch an harangue, 
who would ſuppoſe biſhop Hoadly had ever referred to the 
paſchal 


— — 


MI 
0 * 

" 
A 
9 | 

* 77 

7 1 

4 
fil 94 
+ FEY 
811 
1:4) 
$1 
0 4 
4M 
15 | 
4 0 
HET! 
. 
9 
* 
23 
1 * 
: 
„ 
15 


699 


wiſe to ſee him ſupported by the able hand of Dr. 
Bell, in the Appendix, No. vi. of his valuable 
Attempt to aſcertain and illuſtrate the authority, 
nature and deſign of the lord's ſupper. Ed. 2. 


p- 114. 


To the arguments that have been alledged b 
all perſons, you ſhall, as far as you know, do juſ- 
tice if you anſwer the ſix objections you have 
produced. You have already proceeded a great 
way—you-have, no doubt, confirmed the poſition 
by direct demonſtration, and are now going to 
obviate a few objections, for the removal of 
ſcruples in the minds of men, on whom you have 


already 


paſchal ſupper? Who would imagine he had ſaid, p. 44. 
„ that the lord's ſupper itſelf anſwers to, and takes its 

ame from the paichal.” Again, p. 161. For the paſ- 
cial ſupper itieli was inſtituted in remembrance of that de- 
hverance of Iiracl out of Egypt, by which God claimed 
the for his people; and fo the lord's ſupper was inſtituted 
for the remembrance of that redemption, &c.“ -P. 172. 
«« It was inſtituted at or after the laſt ſupper, which our 
ſaviour and his diſciples ate together, in the celebration of 
the jewith paſfover,*'—P. 174. It was in the place of the 
arg ſupper—that our ſaviour bade his diſciples to eat this 

read, and drink this wine,” —P. 175. St. Paul calls the 
cup. th» cup of bliffing—in alluſion to that cup uſed in the 
celebration of the jewiſh paſſover.“ 

Dr. Ogden ſurely mutt have greatly ſuffered in his me- 
mory, when, reflecting ſtill upon the Plain Account, he tells 
ue, that ** tne /arifice of the paſſover, the occaſion preſent, 
and the objze&s before our lord and his apoſtles, are not 
**' tnduflrionfly to be removed out of fight, but all taken into 
** 112 account, if we defire to comprehend the fulneſs of 
„his meaning.“ p. 328. For a ſimilar inftance of miſre- 
pretentation, compare what the ſame writer ſays p. 340. 
with the i//u/raticn of biſhop Hoadly's ixth propoſition—Fie 
upon the author! and fie upon the right reverend editor of 
this poilbumgus waſh / | . 


( 


already made great impreſſion by your previous 
reaſoning. 


The firſt objection “ ſuppoſes that our Lord 
© could not ſpeak of corporal or ſacramental eat- 
ce ing of his fleſh, becauſe the ſacrament was not 
« yet ordained.” To this you © oppoſe one plain 
fact, that the ſame evangeliſt, St. Jobn, has, in the 
third chapter of his goſpel, preſerved a diſcourſe of 
our lord's with Nicodemus, which expreſsly mentions 
the fign and the thing ſignified, the neceſſity and good 
re 7. baptiſm, long before that ſacrament was in- 

ituted. 


If we read the 22d verſe of this third chapter 
of St. John, and the iſt and 2d verſes of the 
fourth, we ſhall find that Jeſus baptized, and that 
the rite was adminiſtered by his diſciples, very 
ſoon after his converſation with Nicodemus : con- 
ſequently it is highly probable that it was inſi- 
zuted at the time of the converſation, and long 
before the commiſſion, Matt. xxviii. 19. If you 
_y that the commiſſion to baptize in the name 
of the Father, ſon, and holy ſpirit, was not 
given till after our lord's reſurrection ; and that 
this, which Jeſus and his diſciples adminiſtered, 
was not the chriſtian rite; I anſwer, that there 
is no reference to the names of Father, &c. in 
the diſcourſe with Nicodemus ; nor need we ſup- 
pole any other baptiſm there alluded to, than 
chat of repentance, leading to a new and ſpi- 
ritual life. Beſides, the commiſſion, Matt. xxviii. 
19. related to the apoſtles going to imſtru# all na- 
tions in Chriſt's abſence, at the ſame time bap- 
tizing them: which is no proof that the rite was 
not inſtituted during the miniſtry and previous 
to the crucifixion of their lord. That others 
were 


( 


were enjoined to perform it, was only a conſe- 
quence of the departure of Jeſus. And that the 
mention of the names of Father, ſon, and holy 
ſpirit was eſſential to the rite, has been often 
; ſhewn to be highly improbable. 


In the next place you would, from the juxta- 
poſition of paſſages out of each diſcourſe, and 
their ſimilarity, argue that John vi. related to the 
lord's ſupper, as John iii. 1—13 does to baptiſm, | 
Verily, verily, I ſay  - The bread that J will 
unto thee, except a man | give is my fleſh, which I 
be born of water and | will give for the life of 
of the ſpirit, he cannot | the world. - 
enter the kingdom of Verily, verily, I ſay 
God. . } unto you, except ye eat 
the fleſh of the ſon of 

If I have told you | man, and drink his 
earthly things, and ye | blood, ye have no life 
belicve not, how ſhall | in you. 


ye believe, if I tell you How can this man 
of heavenly things ? give us his fleſh to eat. 
Doth this offend you? 


And no man hath What and if ye ſhall 
aſcended up into hea- | fee the ſon of man al- 
ven but he that came | cend up where he was 
down from heaven, &c. | before ? 


But can your lordſhip really perſuade yourſelf 
that this ſimilarity is any kind of argument, that 
the verſes quoted in the right hand column relate 
to the lord's ſupper, merely becauſe they reſem- 
ble ſome verſes of which baptiſm is the ſubject ? 


You © cannot but think that whoever will obſerve 
the ſtile, manner, and connection of the two diſcourſes 
w:1 be of opinion that St. John took pains induſtri- 

| ouſly - 
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vit y to ſbero that the two inflitutions which were 10 
diſtinguiſh this religion, made part of our ſaviour's 
plan, long before they were actually enjoined.” St. 
John might have ſhewn this with lets trouble to 
himſelf, and more ſatisfaction to poſterity, if he 
had ſimply declared it. You are confirmed 11 
your notion by what will appear, no doubt, to 
every one a ſtrong argument: * that the only mi- 
racle which St. Fohn relates aſter the other evanze- 
lifts, is this of the miraculous increaſe of bread : the 
reaſon of which,” you ſay, “ is obvicus ; becauſe it 
gave an eaſy opportunity of introducing and ex9lain- 
ing the nature of this ſucrament, as the occurrence re- 
lating to Nicodemus had afforded an opportunity of 
explaining the other. To which you muſt add, that 
be ts the only evangeliſt bo inſiſts upon the ſacra- 
mental importance of either inſtitution.” Ho can 
you ſuppoſe you are right in this hypotheſis of 
the ſacramental importaace of the inſtitutions, 
when you allow that Matthew, Mark, and Luke 
were ignorant of, or totally neglected it? Is it 
not ſurprizing that St. John ſhould be ſo far from 
explaining this diſcourſe by referring it to the 
lord's ſupper, that he does not record the inſtitu- 
tion of that rite; which it might have been ex- 
pected he would, if with no other view than to 
give an illuſtration of this previous diſcourſe? 


You undertake to anſwer a ſecond objection, 
viz. that there is no mention made of the ſign in 
this ſacrament, but only of the thing ſignified:“ 
ſtill raking it for granted that the diſcourſe” re- 
laces to tie lord's ſupper. 


« Tothe 51ſt verſe incluſively,” you ſay, “all is 
plain and clear: and the metaphor uſed by our lord, 
eaſily and obviouſly conveys a ſenſe of the beneficial 

D effefts 


F. 


effefts of his death, and the ſuperior advantages 
<hich the world were to derive from that living 
breed, that fleſo which he ſhould give for the life of 
merkind, that ſacrifice which he ſhould offer upon 
the creſs for the fins of the world.“ The metaphor: 
of fleſp which Chriſt would give for the ſins of 
the world appears to mean, according to the very 
frequent acceptation of the term in fcripture * 
his perſon, including his inſtructions, his ex- 
ample, his attention to his laborious miniſtry, 
and the fatigues of it, as well as his reſignation of 
life, and the agonies of crucifixion. Theſe were 
the things he gave for the ſalvation of the world, 
This interpretation ſeems, not like the common 
one, contradictory io the verſe already cited by you, 
&* the lleſh profiteth nothing; the words that B 
ipeak unto you, they are ſpirit and taey are life.“ 


You now come to the objection, and ſay ; ** But 
upon the queſtion, * How can this man give us his 
fleth to eat, our krd uſes 4 langnage which bears 
no relation to any thing in the preceeding diſcourſe ; 
no connection with the ſubjett immediately in queſtion, 
nor ta that which gave occaſion to it, to the bread 
miraculouſly increaſed, to the manna of Moſes, or the 
true bread of life; and which nothing prior to the 
inſtitutien of the lords ſupper could explain. Except 
ye eat the fleſhof the ſon of man, and drink his blood, 
ye have no life in you.” You would argue, I ſup- 
poſe, that theſe phraſes muſt relate to the ſigns in. 
the lord's ſupper, becauſe nothing previous to- that 
iaſtitution could poſſibly explain them. But we 
need greater authority than even your lordſhip's 
to admit, that this 53d verſe is not connected 
with the 51ſt. * I am the living bread which came 
down from heaven: if any man eat of this bread, 

he. 


Job iv. 15. xxi. 6. Prov. iv, 22, Eccl. ii, 3. v. 6, xi. 
10. Matt. xx. 5, 2 Cor. vii. 5. 
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he ſhall live for ever; and the bread that I will 
give, is my fleſh, which I will give for the lite 
of the world.“ It was in confirmation of this aſ- 
ſertion, and upon his being queſtioned about ir, 
that our lord adds, * Except ye eat the fleth of 
the ſon of man, and drink his blood, ye have no 
life in you * Why ſhould the phraſes of eatiny bis 
fleſh, and drinking bis blood, in the 53d verſe, be 
leſs intelligible than that of eig fleſo in the 510 ? 
Fleſh and blood are frequently pur in ſcripture for 
the perſon, the whole man . They might be eaſily 
explained at the time they were uttered, and pre- 
vious to the inſtitution of the lord's ſupper; and 
have never been proved to refer in this place to 
the ſigns of that rite. 


You next urge, Had the jews even clearly under- 


Food that he ſpake of bis death, which the very diſciples 


long after did not; had they been apprized of the ne- 
ceſſity of ſuch a meaſure, and of the benef1!s to be de- 
rived from it to mankind; ſtill the prepoſition of 
eating his fleſh, aud drinking his blood, as à com- 
pliance requiſite to the preſervation and ſecurity of 


e, either natural or ſpiritual, muſs have been as 


uninlelligible to their reaſon, as it was abvorrent 
from their imagination. For it ſeems impalſible that 
they could form any conjecture upon the mode in which 
alone this was practicable, till it fhould receive its 
explication in the inſtitution of the lord's ſupper.” 


If, according to your aſſumption, the only 
poſſible mode of cating Chriſt's fleſh, and drink- 
ing his blood, had been with reference to his 
death, of which you as gratuitouſly ſuppoſe him 
to be here ſpeaking ; and by eating and drinking 
the bread and wine in the lord's ſupper; I 
readily agree with you that his hearers could not 


form any conjecture about it, till the inſtitution 
D a touk 
Mat. xvi. 17. Gal. i. 16. Eph. vi. 12. 
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took place. But then I cannot conceive our 
lord to have diſcourſed in a manner he muſt know 
to be unintelligible, without poſitive reference to 
the future explication ; and to have expreſſed aſ- 
toniſnment that what he delivered, ſhould give 
offence, and be eſteemed a hard ſaying. 


You acknowledge that the jewiſh doors are 
quoted; nay, you repeat ſome citations © e prove 
that the figure cf cating and drinking Was cuſtomarꝝ 
among the jews for receiving and imbiving doctrine:“ 
bur you think “ the precept tg eat the body, and 
drink the blood of your teacher, as ſuch, beers ys 
conceivable analogy to any benefit ta be received from 
thence.” Cur lord perhaps would not ex impro- 
viſo, and upon the opening; of a freſh diſcourſe, 
have adopted this metaphor; but it ſeems a very 
natuial one, as conſequent upon the diſcourſe 
that actually precedes. He had called himſelf 
the bread from heaven; his feſb, or his fleſh and 
blood, may be apily ſubſtituted for his perſon, 
kimfelf: and the üg ure of gᷣread ſuggeſts the notion 
of eating the fleſh; which, when once admitted, 
would caſily introduce the figure of drinking the 
concomitant fluid, the blood. 


You next argue, © tat ſuppaſing the language 
of cating and drinking the fieſh and blood of Chriſt to 
mean the receiving, the believing, or the prattiſing 
the precepts aud dufirines of Chriſt, we might reaſon- 
ably expect the apeſiles in their epiſtolary writinzs to 
have repeated ti eſe metaphors; or at leaſt to have 
referred to them, cr 19 have enlarged upon them.” 
Had our lord's node of expr. ſion not been 
adop den cominuaiion of what had paſſed be- 
fore, we might have expected this. Your lordſhip 
might likewiſe have urged us to produce ſome mat- 
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ter, or ſome allufion, in ſacred, or at leaſt prefans 
writ, which would better warrent our ſuppaſitions, 
that to eat the fleſh and drink the blood of a bene- 
factor [inſtructor] bas for its objeft only a more 
ſolemn and awful remembrance of bim | attention ta 
his precepts. ]“ You have yourſelf produced in- 
ſtances ſufficient for our purpoſe : for why ſhould 
not the diſciples of Chriſt be ſaid to eat his per- 
ſon, that which contained his inſtructions, as well 
as Ezekiel to eat the roll, © that he might accu- 
rately remember the contents of it;“ eſpecially as 
Jeſus himſelf tells us, that his words, his inſtruc- 
tions were the topic of his diſcourſe ? 


You quote the 55th verſe, © that not only Chriſt's 
fieſh was meat indeed, but his blood drink indeed: 
and maintain that he is ſpeaking of the figns, as 
well as the things ſignified; er rather that he calls 
the figns, as in the inſtututicn itſelf of this ſacra- 
ment, by the names of the things ftenified.” Here 
you take for granted the point which ought ta 
have been proved: and are “ configent there is un 
fat, no cuſtom, no rite, no doctrine, and no expreſ- 
fron in ſcripture, prior to the inſtitution itſelf, which 
will give any explication of our ſzviour's afſer- 
tion. An opponent may be as confizznt that the 
preceding parts of the chapter wi:l ſuficiently ex- 
plain the aſſertion. You go on: * Aud left the 
inſtitution itſelf ſhould fail ſufficiently to draw off 
their minds from the groſs and literal ſenſe of the 
words, our lord refers them for the final explication 
of them to his aſcenſion...” - Very properly no doubt! 
the aſcenſion would make the meaning of this 
diſcourſe, ſuppoſing it to relate to the lord's ſup- 
per, much more clear than the inſtitution of the 
ſupper itſelf.— What, and if ye ſhail ſee the 
& ſon of man aſcend up where he was before? then 
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at leaſt ye will underſtand.” —— What? that this 
diſcourſe related to the ſacrament? and that the 
fleſn and blood of Jeſus ſignified the elements? 
No! but * that my words are ſpirit, and they 


the eating and drinking my fleſh and blood carnelly, 
but of the ſigns oniy. Life, becauſe theſe ſigns 
ſhall be efficacious in deriving upon you all the be- 
neſiis of my body broken and blood-ſhed.” Your 
lordſhip ſeems to underſtand by my words, not 
the inſtructions of Chriſt in general, but his par- 
ticular phraſcology in this place; as if he had 
faid theſe words, * my fleſh is meat indeed, and 
my blood is drink indeed,“ are to be interpreted 
ſpiritually, 7. e. figuratively, of the ſymbols of 


teach, that the e of Chriſt would be a mere 
caput mortuum to the diſciples; and as, in the 
human compoſition, it is the ſpirit which animates 
the man, ſo his in/frafioms would give lite to 
them. You beſides attribute the attainment of 
lite, to the mere participation of the ſigns. I 
always thought the aſcenſion one miracle, amon 

many, to prove Jeſus a divine teacher, the — 
from heaven; nor ever imagined it was intended 
as a comment on the vith of John, to evince 
that the diſciples could not eat the fleſh of Chriſt 
carnally, and thew them that the eating and 
drinking his fleſh and blood muſt be interpreted 


metaphorically, and particularly of receiving the 


ſigns in the ſacrament. 


Your lordſhip next obſerves (what I perſc&ly 
concede) that * even the notion of a ſacrifice, 
Amply conſidered, will ſupply no analogy which ſpall 
explain the idea conveyed in the words, © my blood 
is drink indeed,” «© The probibiticn of blood in 
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are life. Spirit, becauſe you cannot then interpret 


my fleſh and blood. To me the paſſage ſeems to 
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the moſaic law, either generally in the way of ſufte- 
nance, or as a part of their ſacriſcul feaſts, is 
founded upon its being the means of atonement : 
whereas, in the inſtitution of the ſæcrament, the uſe 
of it under its ſymbol is enjoined for this reaſon, 
that they might drink that wherewith the atonement 
was made. From whence, if from no ether argu- 
ment, it might be plain, that our lord in the word-, 
« my blood is drink indeed; except ye drink my 
blood,” looks forward to an inſtilution iu which bis 
body and blood were to be exhilited ſeparately, and 
anticipates the language, and the doctrine, and the 
fgns afterwards uſed in this ſacrement.” That is, 
blood was forbidden the jews—blood under its 
ſymbol, was enjoined to the diſciples. There- 
fore, in a particular diſcourſe of our lord, un- 
connected with either the prohibition on injunc- 
tion, the phraſe * my blood is drink indeed,“ 
mult at all events, and by anticipation, ſignify 
the ſign of that rite in which blood was enjoined. 
The argument may convince your lordſhip. ' I 
would juſt, however, aſ two queſtions :- -Firſt, 
How do you diſcover, that * tbe uſe of blood, 
under its ſymbol, is enjoined in the ſacrament—for 
this very reaſon, that they might drink that twhere- 
with the atonement was made? — The only 
reaſon preſcribed in ſcripture is, © Do this 
in remembrance of me.” The words ſbed for 
many for the remiſſion of fins, point out the reaſon 
for which Chriſt died, not the reaſon for which 
the diſciples were commanded to. drink the wine. 
Beſides the remiſſion of ſins under the goſpel 
takes place, not in conſequence of any proper 
etonement, but of the free mercy of God. Secondly, 
I would aſk, Since blood was prohibited the jews 
as a part of their ſacrifical feaſts, becauſe it was 
the mean of atonement; how can a rite in 
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which blood is enjoined to be drank for that very 
ſame reaſon, (becauſe it is the mean of atonement) 
be called a facrifical feaſt? In this particular in- 
ſtance, the feaſt and the rite are direct oppoſites. 


Having given this ſpecimen of your lordſhip's 
mode of obviating two objections, I ſhall be the 
more readily excuſed attending you through the 
remaining four, and remarking on your ſubſc- 
quent obſervations, I ſhall only note, that upon 
enquiring into the meaning of our lord's ex- 
preflion in your text © dwelleth in me, and ] in 
him,“ you ſay, St. John in his epiſtles fre- 
quently adopts this phraſe of our lord, where Chriſt 
is ſaid to dwell in us by his grace and ſpirit : as, 
by the efficacy of the ſame grace and ſpirit in the 
regulation of our moral conduct, we are ſaid to 
atoell in Chriſt, i. e. to live in the pradtice of his 
precepts. To dwell in Chriſt, therefore, is to live 
according to his commandments; to have Chriſt 
dwelling in us, is to enjoy the aſſiſtance and influence 
of bis holy ſpirit. Thus St. John, «© Hereby we 
know that he abideth in us, by the ſpirit which 
he hath given us. Again, Hereby know we that 
ve dwell in him and he in us, becauſe he hath 
given us of his ſpirit.” Where, my lord, is 
Chriſt ſaid to dwell in us by his grace; where by 
his ſpirit; as if grace and ſpirit meant certain 
over-ruling influences operating within us? In 
the texts you have quoted, it is ſaid, that the pri- 
mitive chriſtians to whom St. John wrote, might 


be certain that Chriſt dwelt and abode in them, 


from the gift of the ſpirit, which they enjoyed. 
But what was this 11 of the ſpirit? Not any 
internal motion or aſſiſtance, but a viſible mira- 
culous power beſtowed on all believers. (1 Cor. 

xli. 
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xii. 7—10.) What is meant by dwelling and 
e#:iding, as applied to Chriſt and his diſciples ? 
Tuſt the ſame as is meant by the expreſſion, when 
the branch is faid to abide in the vine, John xv. 
4. It denotes the connection ſubfiſting between 
Jeſus and his followers; and intimates, that as 
the natural moiſture derived from the vine, fer- 
tilized the branches, ſo the precepts and example 
of their lord, would by the natural proceſs of 
inſtruction and motives, give life to chriſtians. If 
they dwelt, abode, and continued 1n him, and he in 
them, in the character of diſciples and their maſ- 
ter, they would become incorporated or com- 
pounded into one compleat body, (John xvii. 23.) 
as feparate ingredients intermixed reſt upon one 
another, and compoſe one ſubſtance. So that 
the verb way refers not to any ſupernatural in- 
dwelling, and conſequent inſpiration or influence; 
but ſimply to the connection of Chriſt and his 
followers, whilſt they continue interwoven, or in 
any ſenſe dependent upon cach other: which may 
be collected from this, that if Chriſt's Aruelling in 
the diſciples denoted any efficacy from him re- 
gulating their moral conduct; by parity of rea- 
ſon, the diſciples dwelling in Chriſt, ought to 
ſignify their influence upon his: and again, if 
our dwelling in Chriſt, denote our living accord- 
ing to his precepts; Chriſt's dwelling in us, 
ought, by analogy of language, to mean, his 
living according to ours. Theſe phraſes, there- 
fore, muſt denote ſomething that can be equally 
predicted both of Jeſus and his followers, ſuch as 
the mutual relation, or dependence, which bodies 
when united, have to, or upon, each other; and 
the meaning of the verſe, ſelected by you for the 
text of this ſermon, muſt be, “ He who re— 
ceiveth my inſtructions, is connected with, reſts 
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upon, me as his maſter ; and I rely upon him as 
my diſciple.“ 


cannot help obſerving, before we part, that 
you begin your career of glory preciſely after the 
manner of another eminent prelate,* who ſtill 
dwelleth among us; whoſe fame for piety and 
meekneſs, for truth and charity, and for every 
other ornament of a proteſtant biſhop, has 
vade 


have lately been informed of a moſt fingular circum- 
ſtance relative to another Oxonian prelate, who has thought 
it became him to alarm a part of his Cambrian dioceſe, dy 
ſending a letter to ſome of his clergy, engaging them to vote 
againſt a particular candidate at the next election, becauſe he 
has uniformly voted for the repeal of the corporation and teſt 
acts; and has apprehended, like Sir George Savile, (to the 
memory of whoſe virtues the county of York have done 
themſelves honour by erecting a ſtatue) that the doors of a 
chriftian church, ought to be thrown open as wide as the gates of 
Bade. The letter, I am told, is a maſter-piece ; dignum 


 Jafiente honag ne; congenial to other profound v.ritings of the 


tame author; particularly a ſermon, on the principle of vita- 
[ity in nan, preached fer the benefit of the humane ſociety ; 
which has been excellently exhibited in a letter to the right 
reverend Samuel lord biſhop of St. David's, on this ſubject. 
But bath this right reverend lord never read in Blackſtone's 
commentaries, (vol. 1. p. 178.) that by a vote of the houſe 
of commons, no lord of parliament hath any right to inter- 
tere in the election of commoners? Doth he ſuppoſe it con- 
ſiſtent with the principles of proteſtantiſm, to incapacitate 
men from exerciſing their civil rights, and ſerving the com- 
manity, becauſe they think the church of England nor in- 
fellible in decreeing rites and ceremonies ? Doch he imagine 
it is his duty, as a chriſlian, to uphold civil flatutes, which 
make the lord's ſupper a ſymbol, not of friendſhip and 
union, but of party and diviſion; which induce men to cat and 
drink unworthily of the lord, not diſcerning, or diſtinguiſhing, 
the lord"s body from the mammon of this world; and.to par- 
take of the bread and wine, not in remembrance of Chriſt's 
death, but for fear of loſing a lucrative appointment under 
government? Are ſuch men by no means apprehenſive of 
being included within the cenſores of St. Paul! Their con- 
duct 15 ſo diametrically oppoſite to that of biſhop Hoadly, that 


Hin this inſtance they be miniſters of Chriſt, he muſt have 
been a ſervant of anti- chriſt. : 


1 


vaded the kingdom. He confuted Dr. Bell," 
juſt as your lordſhip has confuted biſhop Hoad- 
ly. Go on, 


Concordes animæ, jam nunc ad lumen ituræ: 


perſecute, excommunicate, trample upon the 
temporal rights of men, and trifle with their 
eternal happineſs, till the civil power, tired with 
tho complaints of the ſubject, and no longer in- 
fatuated with the idea of a ſympathetic connec- 
tion between epiſcopacy and a limited monarchy, 
nor with the Warburtonian chimera of an alli- 
ance between church and ſtate, puts an end to 
them at one ſtroke, by reducing the authority 
and revenues of eccleſiaſtics, to the moderate 
ſtandard of their public utility. 


I am, 
Mr Loxd, 
Your LorDsHiP's moſt obedient, &c. 


With the greateſt concern I underſtand by my bookſeller, 
that this valuable writer's moſt excellent Practical Enguiry 15 
no longer to be purchaſed. It is hoped a new edition is pre- 
paring. Otherwiſe, no doubt, the deficiency will be tup- 
plied from ſome other quarter. With no leſs regret I ner- 
ceive a worthy prelate has giver zo/ice in his charge, that 
there will probably be no future impreſſion of his theological 
tracts, in f volumes ; while at the ſame time he intimates, 
that the remaining copies of the preſent edition are not very 
numerous. Surely this public declaration was precipitate : it 
was made in the year 1788, when the work alluded to bears 
the date of 1785, Who is in poſſeſſion of the mantle ot 
biſhop Hoadly, if not the chriſtian aubig ? ; 


+ We have lately heard it pronounced by high authority, 
that the eſtates and goods poſſeſſed by the clergy are the p;0- 
perty of the nation, at whoſe diſpoſal they ought to be. 
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Page 6. I. 11, from the bottom, for two, read t99, 


13. I. 1, for reaſon, read ſeaſon. 

15. I. 6, from the bottom, for ſupply, read apply. 

16. J. 5, from the bottom, dele of. 

29. (note) I. 10, from the bottom, for preſent, read 
then preſent. | 

34. I. 14, dele comma after ſeems, and place it after 
not. 

39. I. 17, for on, read or. 

41. I, 6, from the bottom, for predicted, read pre- 
dated, 


